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INTRODUCTION

The consideration of budget requests and allocation of resources

by a governing body generates the need for objective information upon

which to base decisions. This has been the case in the District of

Columbia where the budgets for the. Public Schools of the District of

Columbia have been studied y the City Council and the Congressional

Sub-committees on Appropriations.for the District of Columbia. Over

the years these groups have required the school system in the District

i

toprovidevarioustypes.of data not only on the Public Schools of the

District of Columbia, but on school systems in other large cities and

in the surrounding metropolitan area. These data were then used for

comparative measurement which resulted in questions being posed,

responses being provided, and subsequent determinations being made.

While the above process is a legitimate one, the school administra-

tion of the D. C. Public Schools has had great concern', not over the

process but over the authenticity of the figures being compared. It has

been the position of the schools that due to the variations in defini-.,,

tions, organization, procedures, and environment, informatibn cannot be

used as presented by an individual school system; rather, such data mus

be considered from a common base. Therefore, during 1970 and 1971 the



Division of Research and Evaluation and the D ision of Budget of the

. 1. C.Public Schools emphasized the stated position by undertaking a

/ study to analyze the data from a number of selected large city school

systems.
Al>

The 1970 study used as it3sample t e seven large cities which the

"agencies of the D. C. Government had agreed could most realistically lie

compared with Washington, D. C. because of similar size and structure.

In studying documents issued by these cities, staff soon discovered

variations from city to city. It also became apparent that.the study

would have to be limited due to the limitations of resources for the

study; Therefore', two areas basic to school system budgetary deliber-

ations were decided upon, namely, per pupil expenditures and the number.,

of professionals per thousand pupils in the school enrollment.

Staff of the Division ofResearch and Evaluation and dget visited

the school systems of the selected cities. ,Discussions were held with

appropgiate staff about the, content -and meaning.of various reports and

documents. The data used was for the school year 1969-70. The.in-depth

analysis, of this data based on'the documents and interpretati6ns by the

personnel in the sample city- ;school systems showed that the cities dif-

ered greatly on certain sources of income for'handling certain costs

such as retirement, health services, transportation, and community

services. It also indicated that'tethodS of.coMputation of certain

statistics varied from city to city'.

In order to make the dgta more useful, the researchers, in the 1970

,study decided

to then point

to'present data as provided by each city school system and

out variations frOmtity to city. The final step was, to

t3



identify those items or factors which were unlike and to remove them

from the per pupil cost computation. This. procedure resulted in a series

of tables which emphasized the variations and oultinited

which showed that -with non-common factors elimiiiaped the differential
-

between per pupiLexpenditures from city tocity les'a-eneci dranaticall.
4.

N t

The 1970 study provided the City Council and Congressional Cam-
).

mittees at that time with factual riformatiori which related to multiple

topics on which decisions had to.be t.gree. Since 1970 a replication of

the study has not taken place. However, reoently concern over statistics

being oompared.has continued to mount on the,part of both the D. C.

Public Schools and the D. C. Government, therefore, in the fall of 1974,

both agencies agreed to support a study of comp4rative'data'in the school

systems of the selected large cities. This study has been conducted and

is reported on the following-pages.
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'4 A STUDY OF COMPARATIVE DATA FOR FY 1974 ND FY" 1975
4.4

IN EIGHT LARGE CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS

,

statistics and program information relative to selected aspects of the

The pui.pose of the study is to collect, analyze, and report on

I

overall budget and program of selected large cityschool systems.

Furthermore, the intent is to isolate areas of variation in what is

seemingly common operation and by means of adjustment, whether it be i nn

the form of calculation or definition, provide for decision makersthat

data'which may be compared.

The finding's of the study will be reported in a series.of separate

sub-studies, each one dealing with one major area of interest.

Procedures

The school systems included in the current study'aresever large

city schobl Systems-with characteristics similar to those of the 'Public

Schools of the District of Columbia. The eight systems reported.are:

Atlanta, Balltmore,,BAston, Cleveland, Milwaukee, St. Louis, San Francisco,

and Washington, D.

The researchers Vlio conducted the study are Dr, P, Cooper

of the Public Schooffs of the District of Columbia and Mr. King Nelson

of IBEX.

The study begani'in Auglist 1974 with requests to each of theparti-
4

cipants for copies of schoolsystem and city budgets for fiscal years

1974 and 1975. An in-depth review of etch of these documents was made.

Simultaneously, meetings were held with D. C. Public School Personnel

and a representative of the D. C. City Government Budget Division for the

4
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purpose of'finalizing the design of the study,

I
For each area of interest indicated in the design'of the study,

an .interview schedule was 4eveloped by staff of .IBEX and of the D. C.'

school system.. A pilot was made and refinements of the instruments
(-`-

effected.

A visitation schedulepith each of thdparticipant school systems

was established. The key contact person in each school system arranged

for a concentrated, continuous, interviewing itinerary\with as many as
.4-

9 to 12 different individual conferences in a single.daY visitation.
.1

During these interviews, the prepared interview guide was followed with

additional questions included as needed. Each person interviewed pro-
,

vided documents, forms, and reports; where information was not immediately

available, this :was later mailed to the researchers. Follow-up telephone

calls were 'Used to clarify and augment the information gathered during

the visits.

The designated areas of interest in the study were prioritized in

terms of the D. C. Public School System's needi for'information. Highest

priority indicated is the need for comparative data on expenditure per

student. Next most urgent is the number of professional,staff per thousand

students.

As stated above, the results of the study will be presented in

separate sections. The analysis of the expenditures per student among

the eight large city. school systems comprises sub-study one. Sub-study

two reports on the comparison of staffing per one thousand students for

the participating school systems.

5
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--Sub-Study One

A COMPARISON OF EXPENDITURES PER.PUPIL

'AMONG EIGHT:LARGE CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS

General ',Considerations

The objective of this area of the study is tto develop and present

expenditure per pupil figures for each of the e ght school districts

in the study for the years 1973 -74 and 1974-75. AlthoUgh each of the

school systems can readily produce expenditure per pupil data, the

services provided by the systems to their students and the Methods of

computation vary so widely that comparisons of figures reported by in-

dividual systems are grossly misleading.

In studying the content of such program areas as continuing and

adult education, food services, community act,l4ities, summer school and

health services, it was found that the basic per pupil expenditure

figures are distorted because of the large range in the level of re-

sources allocated to these functions. Also, the extent to which capital

outlay, fringe benefits and various state and Federal fund sources are

included in the computations further reduces the comparability of the

results. A final distortion. of the statistics'is due to the methods

fir determining the size of the pupil population. Fall enrollment,

active role, average daily membership (ADM), and average daily,attend-

ance (ADA) are terms which appear in various districts' computations.

Even where the same statistic is used, its composition varies as the

result of such factors as the treatment of prekindergarten, kindergarten,

6
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summer school, edu1t, and part-time students.

Therefore, 'there were two general approaches which might be follow- _

ed in presenting expenditures per pupil for the eight districts: the

6

figures provided cthe districts could be used, with explanations of
1

many\r s tiugincompatibilities;, or a more Comparable set of figures
\

es could be developed from the basic program, budget; and membership inform-

ation availabIat0 the study team.

It was decided not to use the first approach due to the fact 'that

the differdnces 'to be explained, are so great that the study would consist

primarily of reservations

of the inforMation.

and constraints on the'interpretation and used

e

If the second approach were chosen it would be necessary to establish

just how compatible the results should be. It would be impossible to

_;,
produce expenditure per pupil figures for each district b4ed on exactly

the same set of programs and services, the same sources of funds, and

...,,

the same method of student membership determination. Even if the neces-
- s .

le,

sary data were available, the results would exclude too manx programs

and resources to be of enough value.

The approach which ws selected was a compromise between the first

and the second approache stated%above. The compromise permits compari-

sons with currently used per pupil expenditure figures fir the District

of Columbia Public,SchdOis and the retention of most major operating

programs and services in the computations.

a,



Computation Procedures

Per pupil expenditure is one measure of the performance of a

school system. -GeneTalfy, per pupil expenditure is defined as the

average amount of money spent bye a given school system on each pupil

for administration, instructionalgervices, plant operation and main -

tenance, fixed charges, and other school services. According to the

U. S. Office of Education of the Department of Health, Education and

Welfare four factors need to be considered in the determination of per

pupil expenditures for: education. These are: (1) the pupil unit of

measure to be used (for example, average daily membership, average

daily attendance; pupil enrollment); (2) the.'exPenditure accounts to

be included (for example, administration, instruction, operation of

plant); (3) the period of time for which a per-pupil expenditure

figure is to be computed (for example, a year, a,day,,, an hour); and

.1

the program areas, to be inclueed in a per pupil expenditure figure

/
(for example, elementary schools, secon4,ary schools, Adult education).

1

Al

per pupil expenditure figares currently used by 'the District

o lumbia Public Schools are computed both for regular appropriated

\ .

operating funds and for Federal grants. iIn this study, the-total

operating expenditure figure is reduced tpr the amount of food services

and continuing education costs to give an adjusted expenditure amount

1/ State Educational Records and Reports. Series: Handbook II0 U. S.

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education.

1966 and Handbook II revised, '1974.

8
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11,

for both appropriated and Federal funding., The per pupil cost does not

include capital outlay, nor does it include health services (which are

provided by the District Government) or summer school and community

earvices_(Which are included in the continuing education category).

It is 'this adjusted operating expenditure computation that is the basis

for the determination of all expenditure figures in this study.

For'each of the other seven school districta, a Total Operating

Budfat", including state funded programs, was determined from data pro-

vided,by the school system considered. For some school systems this

figuie pcludes all or:a portion of the capital outlay expenditures,

wIlare they are carried in the operating budget. For other district4,

0

it wavnecessary,to augment their normal operating bUdgets to account

for common items such as retirement benefits and,plant maintenance, which

,
are being funded-trom other sources.' Appropriate deductions from the

Total Operating Budgets thenNere made to remove continuing and adult

education, food, services, health .serviCes, summer school and capital

outlay. The result was a'set of Adjusted Operating Budget figures...

With regard to Federal, expenditures, a Total Federal Program
t4

Budget Was determined for each school system.' For the District of

Columbia Public Schools, this figure includes all Federal funds. For
&

the other systems in the study, this figure includes,all Federal funds

with the exceptiontof those funds normally included in the operating

. ,

budget !(i.e., impact aid and,'for some districts, vocational education

and NDEA funds). [A deduction from the Total Federnl Program Budget was .

made for food subsidies and bother funds directly related .to food services.
stx



Although the District of Columbia school system currently deducts the 1

costs of continuing education as well, this figure generally could hot

be accurately estimated for -the other systems' Federal budgets. Since
A

continuing education accounts for such a small proportion of Federal

funds (less than 17. in the District of Columbia), it was decided not to

consider it as a deduction.

All pupil membership figures were computed as follows: A fall'

membership count was obtained from each district for all regular stu-

dents in grades pre-kindergarten through 12. If this figure was based

on a "head count", it was adjusted to a "full time equivalent" value to

reflect half day pre-kindergarten and half day kindergarten students.

An estimated Average Daily Membership (ADM) for the school year was then

.computed using a percentage of the adjusted fall membership count.

The resulting Expenditure Per Pupil for the Adjusted Operating

Budget, the Adjusted Federal Program Budget figures, andr.the Total Adjustl.
A

ed Budget figures for the eight school systems for the 1973-74 and

1974-75 school years.along with related computations are shown in a

series of tables on pages.12 through 19. The.asterisk on the 1974-75

column designates "estimated" due to the fact that supplemental funds

may be added to the Total Operating Budget during the course of the
,

fiscal-4year:

Summary'charts of the expenditures per pupil for'each of the parti-

cipating school systeMs for both 1973-74 and 1974-75 appear On the f81-

lowing pages. The figures fre based on comparable programs and services,

on like funding sources,:and on an adjusted mie'"mbership*count. The first
)>

.

exhibit shows the expenditure per pupil for only regular appropriated

funds. Exhibit-two displays total expenditures per pupil;th

regul4r appropriated funds and Federal funds:

10 14
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Exhibit I

A COMPARISON OF EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED ON .REGULAR APPROPRIATED FUNDS
IN EIGHT LARGE CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1974 AND FISCAL YEAR 1975

$2,000

.$1,500

TV

$1,000

$500_

(`

San Francisco

Boston

Milwaukee
WASHINGTON,

Cleveland
Atlanta_

St. Louis

Baltimore

Li

1973-74

1,723

1974 -75

1,395

1,252
D. C.. 1,230

1,147
1,10

996

929

1,866 San Francisto,,_

410,

1,540 Boston

1,403
1,399

1,230
1,226

1,077

1,046

Milwaukee

WASHINGTON, D. C.

Atlanta
Cleveland

'Baltimore

St. Lpuis
.

N

P'

* Compara8le programs and services and'an adjusted pupil membership are used.
Does not indlu4eTederal funds.

Source of Data (Exhibits I and II):8chool system budget and membership report
.

(11a)
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$2,000

Exhibit II

A COMPARISON OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES PERTUPILfi. IN EIGHT LARGE
CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1974 AND FISCAL YEAR 1975

c

1973-74

San Francisco 1,851

$1,500 Boston 1,498

WASHINGTON, D.C. 1,447-
Mgwalikee

Cleveland

Atlanta

St. Louis

Baltimore

1,328

1,280

1,167

1,103

1,016

9

1974 -75

2,027 San Francisco

0

1,672 Boston '

1,628 WASHINGTON,, D.C.

1,489-, Milwaukee

1,387 Cleveland!:

1,303 Atlan

1,163 St. 'Lout.

1,158 Baltimore,

Based on comparable programa and services,* like funding,aources, and
an adjusted pupil membership count. Includes regular appropriated
funds and Federal funds. ,/

-s
e '
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ATLANTA

Adjustments to the TOtal Operating Budget - AdjustmentS
consist of dedUctions for adult education (Area Tedh
School), health services, 4th quarter (Summer
sessio ), food service deficit, community services
capita outlay, and related fringe benefits'.

Ad ustment to Fall Membershi -.The adjustment consists' of
onversion of day kindergarten students to full
equivalents. The kihdelnaTtah membership is

imated to be 1/7 of the total elementary membership
tlanta.

Sources -' Financial data related to regular appropriated
funds is from.the 1973- 74 'and 1974-75 budget documents.

' Federal fund data is from the 1973-74 report to the
' gape department of education and from staff inter-

views

(12a)
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Table

EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED Old COMPARABLE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES,
LIKE FUNDING SOURCES,'AND AN A

Procedures

Regular

ATLANT

STED PUPIL MEMBERSHIP COUNT

1973-74

riated Zuni

1974-75
*

_Total Operating Budget $103,002.7 $109,346.5

Less AdjUstments (see facing
page for details) ' - 9,711.3 - 8.787.7

Adjusted Operating Budget $ 93,291.4 $.100,558.8

Fall Membership

Less Adjustments (see facing
page for details)

Adjusted Fall Membership

Estimated Average Daily
Membership

89,128

-3,748

:..85i380

86,201

-3,590

82,611

84,526 81,785

,Expenditure Per Pupil LI 1,104 $ 1,230

J'A
FederSlytiii46,

4i

`Total Federal Program Budget - $'5 ;286'.9

no food subsidy

strmated Average Daily
`~Membership ; 84,526

Expenditilre Per Pupil $, 63

Regular and:Federai Funds,Combined

TOTALExpenditureS Per Pupil

'* Estimated

Sources: See facing page. = , 12 .

$ 5,976.4

81,785

73

$ 1,167 4303

1 8



Total Operating Budget -

Non- Federal Special
do

Adjustments to the Total
Consist o deductio
services,; ood sere
service.

B'AL IMORE

Co sists of G
F nds.

Adjustments to Fa
the conversi

day kinderg

it

/Sources

neral Funds and

erating Budget - Adjustments
for adult education, health

ces, community services, and'debt

ership - he adjustments consist of
f day pr kindergarten students and
n students to full time - equivalents.

.1

- The 104-75 ;city budget and
;

inter4aws with staff.

44.



Table IT

EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED ON COMPARABLE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES, LIKE

FUNDING SOURCES, AND AN ADJUSTED PUPIL MEMBERSHIP'COUNT

BAiTIk)RE
.

Procedures' 1973-74 1974-75
*

Regular Appropriated Funds
.

Total Operating Budget , 4194,562.5 `$210,147.7

Less Adjustments (see facing _
page for details) - 32,247.2 - 32,071.7

Adjusted Operating Budget $162,315.3 $178,076.0

Fall Membership 182,911 173,428

I .1

Less Adjustments (see facing
page for details) H

-6,358 -6,365

Adjusted Fall MembershiP,' 176,553 167,063

Estimated Average Daily 04.

Membership_

Expenditure Per Pupil

Total Federal Program Budget

174,788

Federal Funds

Less Food Subsidies

,Adjusted Federal Program judget

Estimated Average Daily
Membership

Expenditure Per Pupil

t.

.

165,392

929 $ 1,077

$ 24,199.8
ck

-0 072.5

tot.

V5 127.3

1740042

-
$

Re ular and Federal Funds Combined

TOTAL Expenditures Per Pupil $=.112a

* Estimated
li

SOurces: See facing pag4

13

20

$ 22,712.2

- 9;360.0

$ 13,352.2

165,698

8 81

A
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BOSTON

TotaI'Operating Budget - Consists o'f General Funds, retire-
ment .a ents b city and state, and-estimated plant
maintenance-Costs carried by'City.

Adjustments to the Total Operating Budget r AdjUstments-conSist
of deductions for evening and summer school, food service
deficit, community services, and related fringe benefits.

Adjustment to -Fall Membership - Consists of the conversion of
day kindergarten students to full time equivalentS.

The kindergarten membership was estimated &,be/8,000
students.

1'

Sources - _Finandial data related to regularrappropriated .

funds is from the 1974-75 budget documents. Estimates
of federal funds and city and state contributions are ,

from interviews with staff.

ets

(14a)

21 s
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Table III.

EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED ON COMPARABLE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES, LIKE
FUNDING SOURCES, AND AN ADJUSTED PUPIL MEMBERSHIP COUNT

BOSTON

Procedures 1973-74

Regular Appropriated Funds

Total Operating Budget $126,795.1

Less Adjustments (see facing
page for, details)

Adjusted Operating Budget

Fall Membership

L974-75*

$131,273.6

- 2,974.8 M42112.41

$123,820.3 $126,820.5

93,647 , 87,169

Less'Adjustments (see facing
page for details) m4,292.

,

-4,000_ .

Adjusted Fall Membership 89,647 83,169 .

Estimated Average*Daily
Membership 88,750 82,337

Expenditure Per, Pupil $- 1,395 $ 1,540

Federil,Funds,

Total Federal Program Budgetr $ 12,350.0 ,$.14,000.0

Less Food Subsidies - 3,200.0 - 3,000.0

Adjusted Federal Program Budget $ 9,150'.0 $ 11 000.0

Estimated Average Daily
Membership 88,750 82037

Expenditure iPet Pupil $ 103 132

Regular and, Federal Funds Combined

TOTAL Expendituies Per pupil

* Eitimated

Sources: See' facing page.,

,22

$ 1,498 , $

i.



CLEVELAND

Total Operating Budget - Consists of the General Fund, the
Lunch Fund, the Trust Fund, the'Disadvantaged Pupil
Program Fund, and..the Uniform Supply Fund.

Adjustments to the Total Operating Budget - Consists of
deductions for adult education, food services, hea,lth
services, community services, capital outlay, and ,

related fringe benefits.

Adjustment to Fall Membership - Consists of the conversion
of k day kindergarten students to full time equivalents.
The kindergarten membership was estimated to be 10;000
students.

Sources - Financial data for 1973-74 is from the report to
,the state department of,education and frometaff inter-
views. The 1974-75 data is estimated from the 1974 'and
1975 budget documents and from staff interviews.

(15a)
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Table IV

EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED ON COMPARABLE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES, LIKE
FUNDING SOURCES, AND AN ADJUSTED PUPIL MEMBERSHIP COUNT

CLEVELAND
\

Procedures 1973-74

Regular ApproprfaU Funds

Total Opetating Budget $159,080.9

Less Adjustments (see facing
page for details) - 10,230.2

Adjusted Operating Budget $148,850.7

Fall Membership 136,105

Less Adjustments (see facing
page for details) -5 000

Adjusted Fall Membership 131,105

Estimated Average Daily'

Membership 129,794

Expenditure Per Pupil $__121.1±1 )

.Total Federal Program B

Less. Food Subsidies

Federal Funds

Adjusted Federal Program Budget

$ 22,739.8

- 5,528.3

$ 17 211.5,

Estimated Average Daily
Membership . 129 794

Expenditure Per Pupil $ 133

Regular and Federal Funds Combined

TOTAL Expenditures Per Pupil

* Estimated

Souices: See facing page.

1974-75*

$162,503.1

- 10,537.1

5151,966.0

130,186

-4,959

125,227

.123 974

1.226

$28,400..0

400.0

$ 20 000.0

$. 1,280. $ 1,387



- MILWAUKEE

Toter Operating Budget - Consists of the Operating Fund's'
less categorical federal programs.

o. N

Adjustments to the Total Operating Budget - Consist of
deductions for community services, non-federal food
services, capital:.otlay, and summer school.

Fall Membership - The fall membershipeCount is a full
time equivalent count,pd, therefore, no adjustments
for part time are required:

0

)0,
*

4

,Sources - Financial data for 1973-74,is from the II5th
Annual Report and from staff interviews, Tile 1974-75
data is estimated from the 974 and the r§75;budget
doCuments and from staff interviews. .

(16a)

25

44



Table V
e

.EXPENDI S PER PUPIL BASED ON COMPARABLE PROGRAMS'AND SERVICES, LIKE

F DING SOURCES, AND AN ADJUSTEDPUPI MEMBERSHIP COUNT
0

MILWAUKEE

Proce res i9 74

Regular A

Total Opera ing Budget

Less Adjvstm nts (see facing
page fdt 'etails)

Adjusted Operating Budget

F411 Membersh r,. (see facing
page)

Estimated Avera e Daily
Membership

4Penditure upil

ropriated Fun s

$153,7 0.8

-7,11 9

1974-75k

$165,109.9

7.317.0

$146,578.9 $157, 792.9

118;283 113;643.=======

117 ,100 112,507

1,252 $ 1,403

Federal Funds:

Total Federal Pr:' Budget $ 13,597.7 '$ *iii.r.

.,

Less Food Subsidie - 4,739.8 1 74,400.6
--n-!-----

.
Adjusted Federal P,I. i gram Budget $ 8 857.9' .$ 9,713-6.

Estimated Average Da ly
Membership

. ,

Expenditure Per Pupil

Re

117,100

$. :76

tar and Federal Funds Combined

TOTAL Expenditures Per upil,

* Estimated , '"

Sources: See facing,,peg

sy

16

26

328

112,507 ,

$ 86

'3;489'

14-

V



ST. \LOUIS

. .
. , _ -#,

I/ # Mk-.. 1

.

To al Operating Budget - Consists of the TeacherYund,
the Inbidental Fund, andthe Textbook(Fund.

i .

Adjustmeutp to the Total Operating Budget - Consist of
deductions for summer school, health services, community
services, administrative food service costs, and
related fringe benefits.

Fall Membership /The fall membership count is a full
time equivalent count and, therefore, no adjustments
for part time are required.,

a

V

Sources - Data is from the 1974-75 budget documents and
staff interviews,

(17a)
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Table VI

EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED ON COMPARABLE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES, LIRE
FUNDING SOURCES, AND AN ADJUSTED PUPIL MEMBERSHIP COUNT

ST..LOUIS

procedures 1973-74 1974,-,75*

'Regular Appropriated Funds

Total Operating Budget \ $ 89,806.1 $ 90,914.2
...,

Iesel AdjustmentS (see facing
page for details) - -651.0 .-605.8,

Adjusted Operating Budget

Fall Membership (see facing

page)

Estimated Average Daily
Membership

Expenditure Per'Pupil

$ 89,155.1 $ 90,308.4

90,383 87,215

c 89,479 86 343'

$ 996. $ 1 046

Federal Funds

Total Federal Program B dget

Lesd Food SubSidies.

Adjusted naeral Program udget

Estimated Average Daily
Membership

Expend.iture Per Pupil

$ 13,055.0

- 3,438.0

14 $ 9,617.0

.89 479

$ 107

Regular and Fdderal Funds Combined
.0 ;!'
. p.0*

$ 1k1Of' $ :12TOTAL Expenditures Per Pupil

*,Estimated

Sources: See facing page.
.A0

17

.28

$ 15,721.5

15.607.4

$ 10 114.1

86,343

117

c



SAN FRANCISCO

Total Operating Budget - Consists of the Genera4 Fund,
The Developmerft Centers Fund, the County Fund, the
Cafeteria Fund, and state categorical programs.

Adjustments to the Total Operating Budget - Consist of
deductions for health services, food services,
facilities acquisition, and cor4truction and county
educational services.

Adjustment to Fall Membership - The adjustment consists of
the conversion of day kindergarten students to full
time equivalents.

Sources - Data is from the'1973-74.seportto the state
,,,department of education, the.1974-75 budget documents

and staff, interviews. .

(18a)

29



Table VII

EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED ON COMPARABLE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES, LIKE
FUNDING SOURCES, AND AN ADJUSTED PUPIL MEMBERSHIP COUNT

SAN FRANGISCV
--N.

Procedures' 1973 -74 1974-75

Regular Appropriated Funds

*

Total' Operating Budget $139,80.6 $142,771.5

Less Adjustments (see facing
- page for details) -..!' - 19,623.6 - 13,783.7

Adjusted Operating Budget -,-. $126,178.0 $111a87a

Fall Membership 76,688 72,475

Less Adjustments ,(see facing
page for details) -2,733 -2,670

Adjusted Fall Membership ,
73,955 69,805 . .

Estimated Average Daily
Membership_

Expenditure Per Pupil

Total Federal PrOgram Budget-
(no food subsidy)

Estimated Average Daily
Membership

Expenditure Per 'Pupil,

73,215

$ Lail

Federal Funds

69,107

$ 1,866

$ 9,365.7 $ 11 136.0

73,215 69,107

$ 128 $ 161

Regular and Federal Funds Combined.

TOTAL Expenditures Per Pupil

* Estimated

Sources: See facing,page.

18

30
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ti

WASHINGTON, D. C.

Adjustments eo the Total Operating Budget - Consist of
deductions for food services and for continuing
education.

Adjustments to Fall Membership - Consist of deductions for
STAY Program students and the conversion of day pre-
kindergarten students and day kindergarten students
to'full time equivalents.

Sources - 1973-74 and 1974-75 budget documents and'supporting
documentation'.

(19a)

31
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.

Tabro TirT

-EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BASED ON COMPARABLE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES; LIB
"FUNDLNG SOURCES, AND AN ADJUSTED PUPIL MEMEERSHIP COUNT

WASHINGTON, D.

Procedures 1973-74 1974-75*

Regular Appropriated Funds

Total Operating Budget $1670807.5 $187,74.6

Less Adjustments (see facing
page for details) - 8,345.8 - 9,020.4

Adjusted Operating Budget $159,461.7 $178,55412

Fall, Membership

Less Adjustments (see facing
page for details)

Adjusted Fall Membership

Estimated Average Daily
Membership :

Expenditure Per Pupil

136,467------

-5,539

130,928

129,619

$ 1,230

Federal Funds

Total Federal Program Budget $ 35',642.2

Less Adjustments for Food - 7,514.9

Services and ContinUing
Education

Adjusted Federal Program Budget $ 28 127.3

Estimated Average Daily
Membership

,

Expenditure.Per Pupil

129,619

$ 217

Re ular and Federal Funds Coma ined

132,239!

-330

128 93

127 618

$ 99

$ 6,760.4

- 7,515.0

$ 29 245.4.

127,608

$ 229

TOTAL Expenditures Per Pupil 1 47 1,628

* Estimated

Sources: See facing page.

19
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Sub-Study Two

A COMPARISON OF STAFFING PER ONE THOUSAND STUDENTS
AMONG EIGHT LARGE CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS =

The provision of professional staffing in a school system is most

frequently considered in terms of the services to be offered and the

number of students to be served

One approach to determiniAg the

is through the establishment of

in concert with the funding available.

quantity of professional staff needed

a ratio of staff members_to the number

of students who are to be accommodated.

The thrust of every school system is to offer an educational pro-

gram to every student enrolled. That educational program is provided

by means of an instructional aspect and a non-instructional. aspect.

The instructional segment which supplies the learning opportunities

fbr,the student membership must be sup rted by the non-instructional;

without such support it cannot function effectively. To carry out the

instructional aspect both professional and non-professional staff mem-

bers are required; to accomplish the non-instructional aspect both

professional and non-professional Staff,memberaare required.

In looking at this team approach represented by the instructional

and non-instructional parts of the educational program, it becomes

obvious that a "resource mix" of many different positions and things

are necessary to successfully effect the prOgram.

source mix" be defined?. In terms of positions it

the total number of,positions required to provide

How can this,"re-
, .

can be described as

the desired educe-

tional program 'per one thousand students. This can be, expressed in

20

33



tar* .:3 of the number.of professional staff and in terms Gif the'non-pro-
.

fessional staff per ope thousand students.

Professional Staff Per Thousand Students

A study of the professional positions in the "resource mix" of

the participating large city systems revealed interesting variations.

Base data was secured from the budget, personnel, and membership re-
.

ports published by the system. Clarification and interpretation of

these reports were provided by appropriate staff members of the school

systems in order to insure comparable definitions and classifications.

In compiling the data care was taken to categorize uniformly the posi-

tions into professional-instructional and professional non-instruction-

al. Instructional positions were those, both central and local school

oased, in line and staff functions related to the instructional program.

Non-instructional positions vere those, both central and local school

based, in line and staff functions not related to the - instructional

program. The student membership was the official fall single day mem-

bership in each school system adjusted for full-time equivalency.

The data is shown in a table on the following page. Included are

the membership figures, the number of professional staff divided into

' instructional and non-instructional categories, the total number of

professional stT and the number of professional staff members per

1,000 students in the school system. -Each of the above items is shown

for the school years 1973-74 and 1974-75. A review of the table in-

dicates that the number of professionals per.1,000 students'in 1973-74

ranged from 47.7 to 66.3 in the eight participating school systems;

in 1974-75 the number of professionals per4,000 students ranged from

48.5.to 67.5.
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Exhibit III

PROFESSIONAL STAFF PER THOUSAND STUDENTS IN EIGHT LARGE
CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1974 AND FISCAL YEAR 1975

(FY 1975 Shaded)
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Clearly indicated by the data is the fact that school systems place

the greatest of emphasis on the establishment of professional services
!

in the instructional operation. All but one of the participating systems

have over 92% of their professional staff in the instructional program.

The table below displays.the percentage of instructional professional

staff to
!

total professidnal staff of each of the participating systems.
,e.

I ` '

`Table

PERCENT OF INSTRUCTIONAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF
TO TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF FOR FY 1974 AND FY 1975

'ol System 1973-74 1974-75

Atlanta 97.1 97.2

Baltimore 3.7 93.7

Boston 6.7 95.7

Cleveland ,. .7 86.2

c

Milwaukee 94 6 92.8

St.'Iouis 96 8 95.8

San Francisco In. 92.9

Washington, D.C. 95. §5.0

Source: -School system budget and personnel documents.

.
\ .

From the point of re ei.i=7,cf the non - instructional p;ofe,SJ;14
t .!.

..:

,cote 'the relationship graat_category of '-,staff, it is of intern

_staff to the total profs 'mei staff and alSoits relationship to the
A

24
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total school system staff. These data are shown in Table XI:which

follaWs:

Table XI

.PERCENT OF NON-INSTRUCTIONAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF TO TOTAL PROFESSIONAL
STAFF AND TO TOTAL SCHOOL SYSTEM STAFF FOR FY 1974 AND FY 1975

School Systerl..

% of Non-Instructional
Professional Staff to

Total Professional Staff

% of Non-Instructional
Professional Staff to

Total School System Staff

19-73=74 1974-75 1973 19747=75

Atlanta ,2.9 2.8 2.1 2.0

Baltimore 6.3 4.6 4.8

Boston 4.3 3.4 4.3

Cleveland 13.3 11-.8 8.2 8.4

Milwaukee 5.4 7.2 4.0 4.9

St. Louis 3.2 4.2 ° 2.3 3.0

San Francisco 7.2 .7.1 5.2 5.4

Washington, D. C. 4.8 5.0 3.7 3.8

Source: School system budget and personnel doc 7 Lents.

The complete portrayal of school system staffing for the instruction-

al program includes both the professional and non-profess onal,staffing.'

The number of positions in these categories Is shown in Table XII on the

following page.
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Nan- Professional Staffin

kon-profes,siogal positions in g school system are those positions

which do not require extensive trai ing (or a bachelor's degree) and

which are not considered as pxofessi nal under the laws and regulations

established by the State. Examples are school bus drivers and custo-

dians.diens. These positions are, however, crucial to the functioning of

the educational program offered to th student membership. The number

of non-professional positions divided nto the instructional and non-

instructional components which they.se#ve is shown for the participating.

'school systems in Table XIII on the f owing'page.

In compiling the data for Table XIII, it was found that each othe

school systems were, for the most part, in accord in their classification

of not-professional personnel. Where a Variation in a definition occur-

red in a system, the data were adjusted be in agreement with theeee-

finition used by the other participating systems. Unfortunately, in-
.--

.,

formation on numbers of non-professional staff members in Boston was

not available; therefore it is :riot reported in this study.

0

4/ State Educational Records acid Reports Series: Handbook VII, U. S,

Department of Health, Educatia, and Welfarei (Office of Education,

1971, p. 149.
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NUMBER OF OSTRUCTIONAL AND NON-INSTRUCTIONAL
NON-PROFESSIONAL STAFF MEMBERS"'

FOR FY 1974 AND FY 1975 1/,'

Table XIII

School SysteM

Number of Non-PrOfessioes1Staff
Total Number

of Non - Professional

Staff
2/

Instructional-
3/

Non-Instructional-
1973-74 1974-75 1973-74 1974-75 1973-74 1-974-75

.5'

Atlanta '. 408 481 1,749 1,685 2,157 2,166

Baltimore 541 470 3,026

A

2,511 3;567' 2,981

Boston
4/ 4/ 4/ 4/ ) 4/

Cleveland' ' 4600 1 668 2,565 2,675 4 165 4,343

e
Milwaukee 1,394

_./

1,935 9594w ,994 2,353
.

2,929

St. Louis -f279 , 404 1,372 11339 1,651 1,743

San Francisdo

.

513 144 1,325 1,324
)

4838 1,468

.

t

Washington, D. C.

.

137'x. 132
.,

2,283 2,470 2,420 2,602

1/ Based:on regular appropriated funded positions--

2/ Includes all non-professional level positions, both central and local

school based, in line and staff functions related to.the instructional
progr

.

aT. ..

r,f4r
'

3/ Includes non-gtofessional level positions, both centralindIocel school.,
based, in line and staff functloOs not specific to the instructional.

program.

4/ Data not'available.

Sour6e: School system budget and personnel reports.
.1

.
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N,
Total Staff Per Thousand Students

The impobtance of the "resource mix" in proViding an educational

programNtostudents has been discussed earlier in this study. Much data

has been presented, on the specific categories of the positions in the
,str

"resource mix" of the participant school systems. The consolidation of'

these data into a total number of positions indicates the personnel

strength of these selected school systemb. The computation of a ratio

of personnel to the number of students enrolled directs attention to the

,

provision of staff seri/ices. Basing this computatt
w-

on on one thbusand
"k.

students enrolled further expresses he-intensity or laci(of adeuacy on

the part of a school system in providing staff services to the student

Membership.

TotaiJschool system staff in numbers and in terms of ratios per one

thousand students for FY 1974 and FY 1975 is shown for the participating

school systems inZable XIV and Exhibit IV on the following -pages.,
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Table XIV

NUNBER OF SCHOOL SYSTEM STAFF, STUDENTMEMBERSHIP AND NUMBER
OF SCHOOL SYSTEM STAFF PER THOUSAND STUDENTS IN SEVEN

LARGE CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS FOR FY .1974 AND FY 1975

SChool System

Student Member-
ship Based On

Full Tim.,
1/

Equivalent

. ,

Tot 1 School9/
Syst m Staff =

Total Staff Per .1/,
Thousind Students - -,

1973-74 1974-75 1973' 4 1974-75 1973-74 1974-75

Atlanta 85,380 82,611 7,785 7,371 91.2 89.2

Baltimore 176,553 167,063' 13,189 12,881 74.7 77.1

Boston 93,647 87,169 3/ 3/ 3/

Cleveland,
.

131,105 125,227
e -

10,888' 11,085 83.0 ,88.5

Mllwauket 118,283 113,643 !I 8,873 9,259: -75;.0 81.5

St. Ipuisr 90,383 87,215.
- 0

5',961 5,975'' '----66.6 68.5

San Francisco 73,955 _

c
69,805 6,';4

i

6,165 91.2 88.3 .,

WaShingtan, D. C. 130,928 128,930 10,48Q 104710 80.6; 83.1
,

,

1/ Fall membership adjuste&-for full time equivalents

2/ Includes; only staff funded by regular and appropriated budget.

3/ Data not 'available.
.0

Source: School system budget, membershIpiandpersonnel reports.

)

.e
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Sub -Study Three

A COMPARISON OF' COSTS AND PROGRAMS IN THE AREA
-

OF SPECIAL EDUCATION FOR EIGHT LARGE CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS

Introduction

The initial purpose of this sub-study was to compare the special

education programs and associated per pupil expepditures for the eight

large city school systems in the study. However, as the data was col-
(

lected, the study team quickly found that this objective would have

to be modified.. Although a great deal of specAl education program

and cost data was availablonfor analysis, it was no possible, within

the constraints of the present study, to devel6p, comparable statistics.

The reasons for this lie in the widely varying programs and services

offered, pupil accounting procedures used, funding sources available,

and budget%pnventions followed by the eight school systems..

Sub-StUdy One, dealing with expenditures per pupil, developed..

procedures for overcoming these problems. Given adequate time and

resources, similar-procedures could be applied to the area of special

education, and,useful comparative data -could be generated., In fact,

a major accomplishment of the overall study:was the development of

',pr9cedures which could be extended in the .future to deal with various.

areas of special interest. (The steps needed to do tkis fort special

education are discussed in the following sections.)'

s
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Even though this sub-study did not achieve its initial objective

of .a compilation of truly comparable data, a great deal of useful in-

formation was collected and a number of important conclusions were .

reached. These conclusions and some related recommendations make up

the next section of the sub-study. The remainder of the ,sub=study
\

. discusses the nature of the special education information collected,

the procedures needed to develop comparative data,_and examples of

the' inconsistencies in current special education statistics.

0
0
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Conclusions and Recommeidations

0
Special education is an important component of the educational

system. It uses a significant amount of the total resources avail-

able, and it is an area in which there is .a great deal of current

interest. Because of this, it deserves,careful study by educational

administrators. Further, it is an area under change. New priorities,

k.

new legal requirements and new approachesote causing major shifts

in programs. Therefore, it is essential that the effectiveness of

various alternatives be studied.
c,

*An important finding ofthe study. is that comparable data among

programs and among districts is not readily available.' Not only do

4
the actual programs differ in terms of approaches and levels of

services provided,, but also the basic budget and pupil statistics

lack a common basis for comparison.

As shown in Sub-Study One, it is possible to produce comparable

statistics in the form of expenditures per pupil. The necessary

steps include the establishment of common program elements adjusting

direct costs to conform to the common elements, establishing appro-

priate indirect costs and adjusting pupil counts to.a.common base.

These steps should be followed before conclusions are drawn relative

. .

to the:compariapn of programs in various school systems.
,

In addition, the total cost of educating these students should'
,

be taken into consideration,' when c paring progiams. Because many

4 special education programs are supplem4ntal in nature (particularly

34
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with the concept of mainstreaming). some or elf of the per. pupil cost,

of providing a regular pfogram of instruction should be added to the

p-er pupil cost for the special education program in order to determine %
-

the total cost of providing educational services to these students..

FinaIly, the importance of developing comparable special edubation

statistics should not be underestimated. Differences in the procedures

being used torproduce program cost and pUpil counts can result in

major distortions of the accomplishments for the funding involved.

ew

t
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I_

The purpose of this sub -study was to collect and present COM-

Nature of Current SpeA cial Education Data

, -

,

parable.speciil education statistics. It was not the intent simply,
7_ C

.
to present eight sets of detailed special education data for the

,. . a:. school systems in'the study., . t
,

`- In Order to compare programs, it was necessary to establish
. -

-e7

'4

some standards against which each prog could be measured. The

first area to be studied was the basic program structure itself,

and an attempt was made to'slefine a common set of.special education

0
programs. The following. categories were selected-based on a_

general review of the special education field.

Gifted and Talented

Mentally Retarded

Educatable' (EM R)

Tiain:able (TMR)

Severely Retarded

Physically Handicapped,

Impaired

Hearing ImOtred

Speech'Handicapped:,

Crippled

Handicapped

Emotionally Disturbed

Learniji Disabled

Other

Home Instruction -----

Hospital Instruction

Etc:
" .

4.
......,,.......,

Although the special educalibnprograms of the eight School

systems generally fit these categorie's, there,were major exceptions.

36'
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Some of the school systems, including the District of Columbia, are

moving Sway from the traditional programs which clearly label children

as members of particular groups. Other districts have combined or

redefined some of their programs. Still others do not have,programs

in certain of the general categories, The result is that neither

the total special education program nor specific program categories

'ar comparape among the eight school' systems.

Furthermore, the concept of "mainstreaming" special education

students there possible has made it difficult in many cases to establish

the actual level of "treatment" being provided by special education

funds.

The question of of funds leads to another problem area,
(.1(

Most special education programs are considered to consist of those

services provided by clearly identified special education funds or

-
bUdget categories. UnfOrtunately, such items

. e

tion, pupil transportation, and food services"

Also, fedekal funds for special educatipn are

ways by.the school. systeMs.

as program administra-

sre not always included.

handled in' different

Pupil accounting Creates Still more problems. Not only do the
.

. .

systems use different basic statistics (e.g.,*average daily member'-

ship, average daily attendance, fall membership), but in the.area of .

.

special education they, use a variety of techniques to count students.
. ,

Because many special, ducation programs do tot servestudentson a

`full time basis,'some'systems convert their headcount figures to fula
1

time equivalents, while others do not. Also, some systems use cumu-

0
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lative student counts, Nhile others use an avel..'d6 or the dount at

a given point during the school year. The overall effeCt of these

factors is to make it impossible to present comparable statistics

in the area of special education without mpking,a number of major

adjustment's in the available data.

,
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Considerations for the Development and Use

, of Special Education Statistics

This final section.bf the sub-study describes the steps which

can be followed to prodUce realistic special'education program data

for assessment and planning purposes. It also points out a number df

the problems in trying to use unadjusted data for comparative

analyses.

Sub-Study 1 developed procedures for calculating school system:

°

per pupil expenditure data from city wide expenditure statistics.

The same general procedures can be applied to individual Programs or

services, with a few modifications.

Overall expenditure per pupil data allocates the school system's

costs of educational services to all students on a per pupil basis.

There is no need to distinguish between direct and indirect costs nor

to allocate costs indifferent proportions to various groups of

students. However, where per pupil cost data for;specific programs

are involved, additional steps are needed. The procedure is described

,in the following paragraphS.
.

As with overalcdistrict statistics, it first is necessary to

define those programs or functions to be included. A set of major

special education-categories was,presented in the preceding section.

These may be appropriate' for some districts and not for others. In

x
any case, the basis fqr establishing "direct" special education costs

must be specified-. For exarTle, if the purpose of the data is to

39



compare special education centers with mainstreaming, the direct cost_
0

components of each approach must be identified'.

Care must be'taken to insure that such items as transportation

fringe benefits, and direct program administration are taken into con-
)

sideration. SUch costs are not always' included in a school system's -

special education ',program budget data, yet, they can account fat-a

significant portions ;,the total direct cost.

Most important is the step to determine the costs-of the diec,t

services and functions for the time period being.,studied. This may

involve estimating some costs) becaude cost informaelonrilay not,,be

available at the needed level of detail, For examplt,4the4crosts of

41k

4-
,

transporting special education students may be includedl.n a single
, k J ,.

. - .

pupil transportation figure for the district.
-,,---, , -1 * .

, .
To the direct special: education costs0 must he added any Other

,.. 4Jr.

, ...

dirett costs associated with the 4tudena receiving the special
.- ,

.4

education services. For example,'if the'sebondary students in a

program for kthe gifted al* attend, some regular ,ctesses and partici-

pate in other normal school-baied activities, the associated direct

costs must be added to the direct costs of the gifted progtam in

order to o6u4n the total direct costs for such students.

After all direCt costs have been determined, indirect costs must

be. allocated.- These include general administrative costs and Other

system-wide functions not directly agocated ,to programs or students.

p

f,0 . ,,
7.

,.

To conciplete the spedtal,educatlgn per upil expenditure 'com-
e.

'''

putation, a measure of the pupils being served must be developed.

Since many measures are used "sucivas fall membership, average daily

. 40
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T.*

membership, average daily attendance, full time equIvalents, headcoUnts

cumulative totals, and hours of student participation, one common
,

measure should be aelectedlor comparing expenditdres, then all pupil

counts can 'be converted to the common base.

Takirig these pteps it is possible to calculate per pupil expendt7,
hJ

ture figures which provide. a,realbs is basis for assessing the costs

of-yariousspecial education programs y ddtivery Systems.

The following il4110, lustrrons show the importance of developing

appropriate statistics for, making program comparisons:

Two schdol system budgets provide comprehensive

= 4
for the mentally retarded. The budget office of each

i.

school system prodUced direct cost data for its program.

programs

School system A's cost was 1,800,450 for the 1973-74

0 school year. School system B's' cost wal $2,368,380.

However, school system B did'not include pupil transpor-

tation or employee fringe benefits in its figure. When

these coses were added, school system B's direct cost

was raised to $2,975,450, making it higher than that of

school syStem A.

.
,A second example shonis that school system A reported its

pupil participation in the mentally retarded program as

1,350 students. School system.B reported 1,730. Haw-

4141?-ar.:

ever, school system A used a full time equivalisis,1

;while school system B used a cumulative headcount. When

school system B's figure was adjusted to a full time

equivalent base, it was lowered to 1,412." School System.

41



VS; program included more mainstreaming of students

than school system A's.program, therefore, it was

calculated that additional lirect costs of $563 per

should be added to its direct special education

program costs, while only $245 per pupil were added -to

school system A's program cost to reflect additional

educational seivices to the students in the special

edudation program.

Situatidns such as these dos st for the eight school systems in

this study, and the development of comparable

Before program comparisons are made.

statistics is essentia'

rt
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. Sub-Study Four

111

A COMPARISON OF CAPITAL OUTLAY PROGRAMS

AMONG EIGHT LARGE CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS

.Introduction
IP

. . The objective of this sub - study., is to examine mid compare the

current capital outlay programs of the eight school systems in the

study.

.

In Sub-Study One, dealing with "xpenditures per pupil,"capital

outlay was one of the budget categories removed from the expenditure
;A--

data to arrivelrin Adjusted Operating BUdget figure for each system.

Nevertheless,

total budget,

penditures in this area are central to the overall budget process.

capital outlay is an important component of any system's

and the processes of determining resources and etc-

This sub-study. first e*amines the various capital outlayikrams

followed by the systerips in the study and then summarizes the results

in bow- a number of comparable parameters.

43
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ATLANTA

The AtlantwPublic Sehodls carries Capital Outlay as a major

.

category in its Gen\ eral Find budget 'and also, it a separate Building

.

Fund. The total capital outlay,bUdgeted for 1974-75 is 8.6 million.

The General Fund capita, l outlay expenditures are for site

acqttisition,,additions and improvements, remodelling of buildings

and new equipment. The Building Finad carries new buildings and

building additions.

The major source of'revenue,for capital improvements is an

annual.4 million dollar bond issue authorized by the tax payers in

1968. The only supporting data required from the system is an annual

estimate of the millage rate needed to meet principal and interest

payments.

,

Planning for capital improvements is-done,on an annual basis
4,

as p t of the normal budget process.

44



BALTIMORE

The Baltimore City Schools has a Capital Budget, distinct from

its Operating Budget, that covers its capital outlays._ However, debt

service is carried as a major element of its Operating Budget.

For 1974-75-, the Capital Budget is 22.5 million, and the debt

service comppnent of the Operating Budget is 23.3.million.

The Capita; Budget includes expenditures for new constructions

modernization, renovation, additions and major tepairs.

ab

10

r

4

4
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BOSTON

The Boston Public Schools ddes not have ies own capital budget.

A11 construction and capital*budgetini for the system is handled by

the Public Facilities Department of the City of Boston:

This department was establis hed in 1966 and handles all capital

, .

Improvement programs for the city. (Only minor renovations are

handled by the school system.) Working with the system and. the State

School Building Assistance Bureau, iesergts sites and develops

programs on an annual basis. In addition, a ten-year oapital im-

41,7;: ,-

provement plan for the tity7is3maintained.

. \
r .

V
The City of Boston is responsible fbr selling thd necessary

bonds.: The State provides up to 75% of principal and interest as

aid to the 'bity. __.,
a

A,major school system capital improvement study made in the'

1960's is the basis for much of the current planning. However, the

desegregation order now in effect has forced modifications in the

capital olay prOgram.
,
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CLEVELAND

The Cleveland City Schools carries a minor capital outlay account

in,its General Fund for motor vehicles; buthe majority of capital

outlays are included in the Perinanent Improvement Funds. Debt retire- .

A

mentis carried in a Bond Retirement Fund.-

The 1975 calendar year budget includes 3.5 million in capital

outlays for new equipment,-new buildings, imPravements,'land purchases,

and architects and engineers. (The 1974 capital outlay budget was

25 million.)

Revenue for capital outlays comes from the sale of bonds and

notes. Voters "proved a 'total of 221 million from:1962 through

1970.; 4. balance of 10 million is planned'for issue this year. 'Match:.

ing 'funds from federal and state sources also contribute to the

capital. outlay revenues.

The Bond Retirement Fund expenditures for 1975 are budgeted at

18.1 million.

In-alidition to the justification required when voter approval is

sotght,'the Boarmust provide the County with supporting itformation

Alen it requestt the issuance of approved bonds (Which it must do'°

' within 'five years). -

320
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MILWAUKEE°

fihe Milwaukee Public Schools carries a capital outlay account

,

in its operating fund for facilities improvement and equipment

(3.1,million in 1974-75), but the majority of capital expenditures

(13.9 million in 1974-75) ip ilq.cluded in the Construction Fund,

Debt service is bandied by the City of Milwaulee.

In 1970 the voters approeved a 60 million school bond refer-

(
endum to provide funds for construction, additions and site

acquisition. AS of 30 June 19744 44.3 million.of approved funds

had not been issued.

Extensive demographic and other planning studies are used to

develop capital improveMent programs.

-e
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ST, LOUIS

The St. Louis,Public Schools includes a small capital outlay

- .

account in its Operating Budget to cover building improvements and

equipment costing over $300, but significant capital expenditures

are. covered in the Building Fund (.9 million for 1974-75).

'The syitem is Carrying out virtually.no major capital improve-

ment programs, and thdre are no specific long-range plans for the

future.

, 49
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SAN FRANCISCO

The Frangisco Public Schools carries its capital outlay \ '

accounts in the Facilities AcqUisition ant Construction category of

its .General Fund.

However, with the exception of 4.6 million for state- mandated

earthquake safety programs, there are virtually 410 capital improve-

ment projects in the budget.

Traditionally, the system has included capital outlay programs

as a normal component of its general budget. In the period between -

1948 and 1972, the system replaced 14 schools bait prior to.1933.

Since then, all efforts-have been directed towardreaching compliance

with the earthquake safety requirements.

A,1973 bond program was developed to provide the funds needed,

for the reconstruction work.

(
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WASHINGTON, D. C.

- 4

The public Schools of the District of Columbia prepares a separate

Capital Budget each-,year, as well as a.five year projection of capital

autlays-The budget is based on a scope of work ,prepared by the

system and submitted to the General Services Administration for

approval and costing. In addition, a technical advisory committee re-
' .

views all proposed capital improvement projects of the District of

Columbia,

The Public Schools' capital budget then becomes a component of

the District of Coltmbia' annual budget submitted to the Congress.

The syste4 capital budget for 1974-75 is 16.9 million and covets

costs for'sites, construction services, construction, and equipment.

Beginning with the L975-76 budget year, there will be a major
o

change in the source Of fudds for capital programs. All new capital

improvement projects mist be funded through District of Columbia bond

c
issues. Therefore, in addition to the steps outlined above, the

system mast seek approvaffor the issuance of bonds to, cover eaoh
.

,

new capital improvement project.. .

% 4
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Analysis of Results

The 1974-75 capital outlay programs for the eight systems in this
,

study vary a great deal in size and, to some extent, in purpoee.

For any given year, a system's capital improvement budget,is a

reflection of a number of important factors. These include past bond ,

authorizations ,jas t capital outlays., location and .coration ,pf -sites.. _
and buildings, past and projected trends in student poPUlitiiiin;'Ciiii:

level of debt service, localeconamic_conditions, sources of special .5.

funds d aid money,,long tern; capital,improvement,programs, overall,

budget limitations, and unique conditions such 'as courAnordered

segregation.

As a result of.these factors, it' is unrealistic simply to compare

current year capital outlays among thesystems.. However, there are

some significant areas of comparison which are of interest for planning

_purposes.

In addition to the Wide range of total capital outlays among the

systems for'1974-75 (.9 - 22.5 million), the specific uses of funds

differ somewhat for each system. This is partly the result of differ-

ences in& definitions of capital.items, but is primarily due to di-

, tering need6,for site acquisition, new construction renovation, additions,
! .

improvements, eguipment,and major repairs.' The mix of applications also

is a function of the availability of special and matching funds from

state and fdderal sources.
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In most of the systems in'tkie study, the majority of capital

outlay expenditures are accounted for in one or more special funds
)

(e.g.,Building Fund, Capital Bildget, Fermaneritiprovement Funds,

Construction Fund). _This reflectithe fact that the sources of funds

for capital outlays usually ate distinct from general operating fund

)

;--------SO&Ced:And insialyp voter approval of-bond programs.

---ft._

---,-- --Wit=the:e*eption of the District of Columbia and Atlanta
------- -

--6411.41.1as a.continuipg, 4 millionAallar per year bond authorization

": -W-agtAIL.(mIt#y), the systems in the study periodically must seek

____,-_,,,yoter_appfaVal for capital improvement' funding. As a result, success

ar failure in rond referendums is a critical factor in future capital

leilaing with the 1975-76 budget year, the District of

Co ulbia system also will bp facing this situation.

Generally; approved bond programs provide for the actual issuance
-

of the bonds over a period of years (e.g., five years for Cleveland)

and for,vome flexibility in the timing and use of bond revenues to

respon

went sc

to local construction condition and system capital:improve .

)

,Contro; over the capital, budgeting and improvement programs

varies aMongthe systeMi being San Francisco inclndes capital

outlay programs as a regular comOnent of its geneial operating budget,
?

. ,

4 h(withlr exception of fts

.

state3mandated earthquake.fsifety."pro$ram).
i .

.

0

_At, tkp othef"extreme is Boston,0where a City agency handles all

capital

4

budgeting and
t 6

.seiric al o,

.
BaltiOre caries deli

no,

0,
11

0 , . 7

0

es:kris trtic4on .fOrOie system.,

;) .

varies among tRe systems. For example,
..,. ,.,

tl

bervice in its:opOttingbudget. Cleveland
A

`.4 Ir.
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uses,,a bond retirement fund and in Milwaukee the city is responsible.

Capital outlay planning differs a good deal among bhe systems

as a result of the various factors discussed in this sub-Audy.'.

However, two common denominators are the declining* popul4

tions and the need to continually adjust plans to reflect changes in

the availability of funds and in the relatie priorities in annual

budgets.
9

PC,

0

4
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Conclusions and Considerations

The current needs of school systems for capital improvement pro-
,

grams vary a great deal and priMarily,depend on past,capital,outlays

and on pupil population trends.

The nature and ettent of these needs generally are yell defined

as the result of the use of a number of effective techniques for

program planning and population projections.

However, the extent to which these needs are being met varies

considerably as a result of a multitude of factors. Primary among

these is the community's perceptton.of the relative importance of

these needs, since this directly affects the level of resources made

available to the system for capitalimprovements.

Therefore, the ability of a system to ell" its capital improve-
.

malt programs and related bond issues is crit cal to the muting of
.

needs iu this area. FOr the Public Schools o tie District of

Columbia, this will be an additional Challenge in-the years to come:

The use of comprehensive comparative data am other systems can

be an effective sales tedinique, provided that t e many factors in-

fluencing.the capital outlay area are taken into consideration. In

preparing this sub-study, it became cleat that to:do this properly

would require information covering a number of years,...aince the

effects of the major factors are long term in:nature, and since in

any given year each-school system, is at adifferent point in its

capital improvement, program.
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The overall objective of this study 'is tW present' comparative

StatiiEical and program information for selected.large'city school

'systems.
.

The study includes four sub-studies, each dealing with a major

area of high priority interest to the PUbliC Schools of the Distridt
t

Of Columbia. Expeditures per pupil, the subject of Sub--Study One,

A. .
- - \ .

. ,.

and staffing, the subject Of Sub-Study Two, are key indicators of
. .

the level and allocation of re ources

Sub-Study 4hree, dealing with s ediel

dealing with capitil outlay prog

of importance in current plannin

withieach schodl system.

education, and Sub-Study'Four,

ads, look at two specific areas

and budget efforts. A fifth sub-W
N

study, in the area of early ail. dod programs, originally as plan-

.

ned. However, a lack of common definitions and detailed cost data
. e N

from the systems being studied precluded the development of this

sub - study.

The many difficulties involved

readily, vailable in the areas cove"
cussed in the various sub-studies.

in using figures generally and

ed by this study have been dis-

lso, the methods used by the

'

study team to deal with these.problu"i and to generate more compar-
t

-

able ,atatiitics have been presented n detail.

number of critical points regarding tie re ults of the study and
,

to offer some conclusions reached by the; tudy team.
F. 1

The purpose of this administrative s is to emphasize a
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Comparisons With Other Measures

Each of the sub,stUdiespresents a_large qiiantity of detailed.

information. There is a natural tendency on the.'part of.the read:

er to concentrate, howeVer, on those summary tablei and exhibits

which present an overall picture of each area. The danger in

that appro.ach is that the specific computational' procedures and

constraints will be overlooked and invalid comparisons.witkother

'outwardly similar measures will be made.

There are many ways in which basic statistios suCh.a7 ex-

dpenditutes per pupil can be computed. The procedures used in this

study were Selected because they permit comparisons with currently

used statistics4 for the District of Columbia Public Schools, while

retaining most major operating programs and services, in the compu-

tations. Therefore, direct comparisons with measures from other

sources and with other reports should not be made unless the speci-
.

fic computational procedures are found to be similar.

Accuracy ana Sources of Information

The results of the sub-studied are based on detailed source

data from the eight participating school systems. The computatiOns

and adjustments have been carefully reviewed to insure the adcurlIpy

Hof the.information. Although the accounting and budgeting systems

of the school systemb differ with regard' to progralkand expenditure

categories, common bases for allocation were established. ,
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As a major by-product-of the ..study,'a comprehensive data base

of budget and program information for each of the school systems

has been created and sources of additiohal information identified.

Importance of Adjustments

thorough review of adjuitments made to basic expenditure and

pupil imembership.. data reveals many things about, the relative'priorities

assigned to the various major programs and services offered by each '

school system and its community. Even where adjusted per pupil_

expenditure figures are nearly equal, each system allocates its total

resources'in significantly different ways to meet local needs.

The relative sizes of the expenditure adjustments, as shown

in Sub-Study One, clearly reflect major differences among the school

systems in such areas as capital autldy-, adult education, health

services, summer school, and community services. These diffa7ences,

in turn, are related to differing levels of basic program services,

since all expenditures are tied together in the overall operating

budget.

Differences Among Systems

I .

The spread in expenditures per

\

pupil and staffing figures among

4
the eight school systems, even after ;establishing a "common baSe"

for measurement, is the result of differing levels of servic s being

provided and the "unit costs" of such services. Both of the e factors

vary significantly among the systems, and the major conclusion to

be drawn from the results of this study,is that although a reasonable

-58'

71



basis for comparison has been created, the School systems should

not be "rated" simply on relative levels of such measures as
. --

expenditures per pupil-or staffing per 1,000 students. It is.neces-

sary to take into Consideratibn local priorities and indices of

costs.

Value .of the Study

The ,value of this study lies in the utility -of the results for

budget development, program planning, and evalu5tion purposes.

Effective administration of a large school,system requires
s

sound. planning and evaluation functions to support the decision-

making process. These functions, in turn, require easily understood,

common measures for assessing the impact of current, programs and

for comparing alternative strategies to meet priority heeds.

As this study has' shown, currently used statistics such as

expenditures per puPil:generally do not use a.common base and can

belverY; misleading. however, the study, also has shown that truly

comparable measures can be' developed.

fI

Using, the Results of the Study

/ 6.

With the 1973,-74 and 1974 -75 data as a base, the impact of

'changes in local priorities and related program and operating adjust-

ments can be assessed in terms of basic, comparable indicators.

This,requires that am-going data collection and analysis activities

be maintained and that the Procedures developed in this, study be

extended dawn to individual program and service areas of special'"
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interest. A logical step in this direction would be the develop-

,went of comparable program measures for special education, as out-
.

lined in Sub-Study Three. This important area then could serve as

d model for other programs within the system.
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